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Photo: Corroboree Frog, 10 January 
2012 via Flickr, Australian Alps 
collection - Parks Australia, CC BY-
NC-ND 
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I. The ‘Problem’ of Biodiversity 
•  Failure to halt 
biodiversity loss and 
decline. 
•  Misplaced focus on 
species. 
•  Landscape-level 
possibilities, but requires 
institutional changes. 
•  Defining landscapes 
Modified	  from	  Liu	  and	  Taylor,	  2002,	  p.	  5	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The ‘problem’ of biodiversity and 
institutions 
•  Institutions connect social-ecological systems and 
drive behaviour of individuals and organisations.  
•  ‘Black box’ where policy choices are made. 
•  Changes beyond EPBC Act, at multiple levels.  
•  Institutions can be resistant to change and 
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The ‘problem’ of biodiversity 
and misfits 
•  Problem of fit: institutional dynamics should 
match problem attributes. 
•  Sources of misfits: 
•  Spatial 





Photo:	  Square	  peg	  into	  a	  round	  hole,	  26	  
May	  2010	  via	  Flickr,	  rosipaw,	  CC	  BY-­‐SA	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II. Study Context 
•  Landscapes and Policy 
Hub, 1 of 5 NERPs  
•  Tasmanian Midlands 




•  Drivers include 
irrigation, habitat 
degradation, climate 
change, pest species. 
Photos	  (clockwise	  from	  L.):	  1)	  Beaufort,	  2)	  
Straw	  daisy	  at	  Tunbridge	  Lagoon,	  3)	  Stewarton,	  
S.	  Clement	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Study Context 
•  Australian Alps 
•  Publicly	  owned	  
na/onal	  park,	  
conserva/on	  is	  
dominant	  land	  use.	  
•  Drivers	  include	  climate	  
change,	  tourism,	  fire,	  
changing	  water	  
regimes,	  pest	  species.	  	  
Photos	  (Top	  to	  BoPom):	  1)	  Mountain	  Pygmy	  Possum,	  L.	  
Porfirio,	  2)	  CharloPes	  Pass,	  A.	  Campbell,	  3)	  Roger	  Good	  and	  
Michael	  Mitchell	  in	  Kosciuszko	  NP,	  S.	  Clement	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III. Conceptual Issues 
•  Theorising mainly focuses on adaptive 
governance: 
•  Collaboration, learning, flexibility, leadership, innovation, 
diverse forms of knowledge, inclusive decision-making, 
etc.  
•  Two ongoing critical issues: 
•  Popular focus but plagued by gap between theory and 
practice (‘implementation into practical action remains 
slow’ (Rijke et al., 2012, p. 74). 
•  Opaqueness associated with theoretical frameworks 
informing institutional aspects of adaptive governance, 
especially their construction and the theories included. 
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IV. Conceptual Framework 
•  Original conceptual framework to diagnose and 
design landscape-scale biodiversity conservation 
institutions.  
•  Diagnostic approach – significant elements of 
problem at hand (Young, 2002, 2008). 
•  Diagnosis based on a series of questions. 
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Adaptive 
governance  










Conceptual framework – 
theoretical bases 
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Conceptual framework - 
components 
1. CAPACITY 2. PRACTICES 
1.1 Self-organisation 2.1 Strategies, rules & norms  
1.2 Institutional buffering 2.2 Decision making  
1.3 Institutional resources & 
infrastructure 
2.3 Cooperation 
1.4 Leadership 2.4 Learning 
1.5 Institutional entrepreneurship 
3. FIT 4. POLITICS 
3.1 Framing 4.1 Power 
3.2 Culture 4.2 Discourse coalitions 
3.3 Interplay  
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•  Institutional & organisational theory 
(cf Powell and Dimaggio 1991)  
•  Actors actively working to transform 
existing institutions or create new 
ones.  
•  Collective institutional 
entrepreneurship. 
•  Mobilisation: framing of the issue, agenda 
setting, mimicry, social networking. 
•  Based on networks of actors and change 
agents. Photo: Julian von Bibra, Midlands, S. Gaynor 
1. CAPACITY 
1.5  Institutional entrepreneurship 
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2. PRACTICES 
•  Adaptive governance.  
•  Reflexivity and continuous feedback. 
•  Single, double, and triple-loop learning (e.g. Argyris 
1976).  
2.4 Learning 
•  Aspires to ideal of 
learning 
organisation. 
•  Systems theory of 
organisations 
(Senge 1990). 
Photo: Australian Alps collaborators 
workshop – adaptive governance group, 
November 2012, S. Gaynor 
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3. FIT 
•  Institutional theory (cf Fischer 2003). 
•  Framing of problem and solutions. 
•  Re-framing and transformation? 
Photo:	  Brumbies	  on	  the	  Cascade	  Trail,	  R.	  Magierowski	  
3.1 Framing 
•  Bricolage as 
making do with 
what you’ve got 
(Cleaver 2012). 
•  Bricolage also a 
lens to understand: 
•  Rules and norms 
•  Org. culture 
•  Decision-making 
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4. POLITICS 
4.2 Power 
•  Organisational theory (cf Clegg, 2006) 
•  Adaptive, landscape-scale biodiversity 
governance requires cooperation and power-
sharing. 
•  Organisations are key actors, but among most 
hierarchical entities. 
•  Pragmatic perspective:  
 is vs. ought. 
Photo: Mount McKay, 14 December 2006 
via Flickr, Sascha Grant, CC BY-NC-ND 
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V. Next Steps 
•  Framework out 
for expert review 
•  Fieldwork March-
June 2013 
Photo: Chris Johnson and a Mountain pygmy 
possum, L. Porfirio Landscapes and Policy 
Hub: 
